Feedback by tutors to students on their written assignments is most frequently given via written comments and occasionally through a one-to-one tutorial. Recent developments in screen-casting technology have allowed students to receive feedback in MP4 video format where they are guided through their assignment visually and aurally by the tutor. This paper disseminates the pilot of screen-casting as a technology-enhanced feedback mode in a performing arts HEI. The aim of this limited but focussed research was to explore alternative ways of providing feedback to students and to engage with a range of approaches to learning and assessment. This paper reflects on the potential of screen-casting technology as a feedback mode for written work to provide extensive aural and visual feedback and suggests other possible applications in other areas of learning and teaching.
Figure 1: Screenshot of Screen-cast-o-matic video feedback (MP4).

Screen-casting in learning and teaching
As methods of learning and teaching are changing due to advances in technology, it is useful to evaluate the impact and opportunity that technology-enhanced methods can have on assessment and feedback. Seror (2012) notes that "despite its promise, screencapture technology for feedback has typically been limited by the technical challenge of producing, encoding, and transferring large media files to students" (p. 106) but with advancements in the software and the use of the existing VLE platform these issues have been overcome. Henderson and Philips (2014) acknowledge that despite the rich literature available on feedback (Evans, 2013; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006 ) "very little literature is available that deals with the use of video-based feedback in relation to assessment tasks" (p. 3). In "Do screencasts really work? Assessing student learning through instructional screencasts" Oehrli, Piacentine, Peters and Nanamaker (2011) discuss how learning through screen-casting was seen to improve student's confidence:
Students' self-reported confidence for Task 1 was compared across the pre-test and post-test. Confidence increased for all participants, including those two participants who successfully completed the task in both the pre-and post-tests. The screencasts had a clear, positive impact on students' confidence. (p. 134)
I questioned if using screen-casting as a feedback mechanism would have a similar positive effect on student confidence. One of the benefits of feedback via video screen-cast is that students receive both positive and negative feedback. Looking back at previous written feedback, I was aware that often the focus is on the areas that need improved and students therefore experience the feedback as mainly negative. While the written report reflects both positive and negative feedback, screen-casting has the potential to allow the feedback itself to include positive and negative comments and that tone of voice is often also indicative of how the feedback should be received. JISC Digital Media outline a range of ways in which screencasts contribute to deep learning and can be used for assessment: the most relevant of these to the RCS learning context and the level one CCS students was "accessibility", "technical simplicity", "addressing different learning modalities" and "facilitating learning design" (http://www.jiscdigitalmedia.ac.uk/infokit/screencasting/reasons-to-use-a-screencast).
In 'Using screencasts to enhance assessment feedback: students' perceptions and preferences ' Marriott and Keong Teoh (2012) highlight that consistently in National Student Surveys (NSS) institutions that do well in all other areas fall down on scores for assessment and feedback. They state:
Whilst students' overall satisfaction has been generally positive over the five-year period since 2005, students' relative dissatisfaction with assessment and feedback, compared with the other categories, is evident (Williams & Kane, 2009) (e.g. HEFCE, 2009; 2010; Surridge, 2006; Williams & Kane, 2008) . Questions 7, 8, and 9 reported the lowest scores in the areas of assessment and feedback and highlighted the areas that need the most attention. (p. 584) They argue that technological advancement has benefited student learning experiences with the introduction of now commonplace Virtual Learning Environments (such as Moodle) but they also indicate that this could go much further to target areas of assessment and feedback to respond to student dissatisfaction conveyed via the NSS results. In the UK, the Quality Assurance Agency describes assessment as a "mechanism for evaluating student learning" (QAA, 2014) . Race (2007) argues that feedback is the most important aspect of assessment and Marriott and Teoh (2012) (Gibbs & Simpson, 2004; Nicol & Macfarlane Dick, 2006). (p. 585) The authors highlight that research shows that feedback is most often in the written form, and while the CCS feedback in first year previously offered written annotations using track changes in Word as well as a written report and 'feedforward', this does not account for all approaches to learning or preference of aural and visual feedback rather than written. One of the benefits of the Screen-cast-o-matic feedback is that it is similar to a tutorial but with the benefit of being able to listen to the feedback multiple times. There is an option with screen-casting that Marriot and Teoh (2012) I had identified an area for improvement in the current feedback mechanism and was keen to engage in the Screen-cast-o-matic technology as this study indicated that students found the quantity of feedback to be more full, the quality to be better and the feedback included both elements that the student had done well in and areas that could be improved (Marriott & Teoh, 2012) . When I was constructing my feedback via video, I was informed by Henderson and Phillips' (2014) assertion that comments should be "phrased to emphasise how students can improve their grades in future work and how they can extend their thinking about the substance of the assignment. This might include examples of alternative arguments, additional literature and different ways to think or approach the topic". In my video feedback it was made clear to students what improvements could be made for their next assignment. For example, after commenting on what they have written I would say "here you have responded in this way … for next time you could consider…"
Stakeholders
The primary stakeholders were the current CPP1 students and my redesign process and evaluation engaged them to a high degree to ask their opinions and gather feedback about the redesign throughout the process. The cohort was from a range of backgrounds, with some Scottish, RUK and International students aged between 18-35. Other stakeholders involved included last year's first year (now in CPP2) who I invited to a focus group to ask their opinion on the Screen-cast-o-matic technology to gauge whether they would have found this beneficial in CCS1 and also if they would be interested in using it for future work in CCS. One fourth year student also volunteered to feedback on this and I identified this student (who has completed all of the CCS modules and has dyslexia) as a stakeholder. The Contemporary Performance Practice staff team was also identified as stakeholders and was involved in evaluating this project.
The integration of this technology-enhanced feedback mechanism was evaluated in the following ways: 
Findings
The evaluation of the Screen-cast-o-matic technology produced the following findings:
• Students commented positively on the volume of feedback (videos were around 8-10 minutes long).
• Students appreciated being able to return to the feedback and watch the video multiple times.
• Students felt there was more of a balance of positive and negative feedback than in the written comments which could focus on the negative aspects of the assignment. • Students commented that being able to hear the tutor's tone of voice was helpful in understanding the feedback.
• Students commented that this seemed like a combination of a tutorial and the written feedback and that this was positive.
• A student with dyslexia identified this as particularly useful in overcoming some of the initial barriers and anxieties about written work and feedback and this could be an area for further investigation.
Previously when students received written feedback, the comments focused on aspects of the work that could be improved and therefore students received primarily negative comments or things to 'fix'. Student comments in the questionnaire and focus group indicated that with the implementation of the Screen-cast-o-matic feedback mechanism students were receiving more feedback, but also comments and feedback that were both positive and negative. Many students indicated that this made them feel more confident about their work and one stated in a focus group: "For me it just highlighted areas of my work where I was on the right track. I quite liked that. And it wasn't as intimidating as a tutorial where you are under pressure to speak you can let it all absorb in" (CPP1 student).
Data from the first year students who received the feedback for their Performance Analysis was overwhelmingly supportive of this method of feedback and found it really helpful. They provided responses indicating that they felt that they received more feedback this way and that it helped to have my voice guide them through their assignment. The fact that feedback is spoken rather than written increases the volume and all students commented that this was a positive aspect of the Screen-cast-o-matic. One student said:
I found it really helpful, just going through, the way it just clicked through it, the breakdown of my personal work and how I structured my essay and you gave me other options, I found that really helpful. (CPP1 student)
This aligns with Race, Brown and Smith's (2007) assertion that feedback needs to be "personal and individual" (p. 105). Some students acknowledged the dual function of this type of feedback as straddling the written form and a one-to-one tutorial and liked the fact that the file could be played again and again: "It is almost like a tutorial you can go back to, which is a big thing, because even when tutorials are often more helpful they are often like a singular thing and you can't really revisit it so it was good being able to do that" (CPP1 student). This correlates with Harper, Green and Fernandez-Toro's (2012) findings: "Some students found them superior to face-to-face presentations in as much as they could rewind, pause and watch again later". Another CPP student from the level one cohort compared it to the written feedback they had received for the Image Analysis in November: Only one student out of fifteen had a negative comment about this stating: "I found it a bit disconcerting, I am much more used to typed" (CPP1 student). This comment indicates that familiarity with the written form had developed as this is the dominant feedback mode and that something new was perceived as different and "disconcerting". When I shared a sample of this type of feedback with the CPP2 focus group who completed CCS1 last year, while many thought it would be useful, they were much more critical of this and asked many more questions about it. Some positive comments included:
I think it seems like a more personal and more natural way to get feedback -it doesn't seem that scary when you hear the voice for feedback. (CPP2 student)
This correlates with Mathieson's (2012) assertion that: "In face-to-face instruction, verbal and nonverbal cues are important in facilitating understanding, but online courses often rely primarily on text and lack paralinguistic cues such as body posture, voice intonation, and facial expression" (p. 143). These other signals can also be useful for students who are learning in a second language as one CPP2 student acknowledges:
It might be useful for students who are writing in a second language. (CPP2 student) This student seems concerned about the technology replacing the human contact, however, what it is actually replacing is the written feedback. We discussed this as a class afterwards and the majority of students said that they felt that it would be useful in different ways for different assignments but overall that it was a useful feedback mechanism for their individual learning needs.
The second and first year students both agreed that this mechanism allowed for more positive comments to come through in the feedback and they liked the concept of hearing the tone of voice. One student said:
I think it is a good idea and I like the fact that you can hear the tone of voice. In first year lots of the discussions we had as a class about feedback were "I am not sure if this is a good or a bad thing" and it's like, nothing to do with what is written but how it is written -it is the tone, you don't know how it is written so in terms of the tone it is going to be great. (CPP2 student)
In both focus groups (CPP1 and CPP2) we discussed how the feedback mechanism should be appropriate to the assessment mode and everyone seemed engaged in the process of decision-making as a class to decide this for future assignments. The Head of Programme, Deborah Richardson-Webb, offered the following comments:
I think this method is excellent -it suits learners who find hearing feedback in aural recorded form useful and coupled with the visual pinpointing of the parts of the essay that the feedback refers to, it gives them clear, accessible information.
Law (2013) also identifies the precision of the video feedback in highlighting specific areas of the assignment: "This is an excellent tool for accurate and precise feedback to be given… as the student will get audio-visual tailored feedback highlighting without ambiguity the areas of the screen layout that are good or require improving". The precision of the visual cues, tone of voice, and fluency of the spoken word provide nuances to the Screen-cast-o-matic feedback that written feedback does not provide. Law is writing about the application of this feedback mode in the context of gaming students and it should be noted that the Screen-cast-omatic technology could be applied for other type of assessments including digital portfolios and any digital submissions including written text, images or video. While Law refers to gaming students and my study explored feedback for students of Contemporary Performance Practice, this feedback mode could be applicable in many other subject areas.
Implementation of Screen-cast-o-matic feedback mechanism for students with support needs
The integration of the Screen-cast-o-matic technology indicated that it could be a useful mechanism for students who respond better to visual learning and teaching tools. One aspect of this pilot which became apparent was that this technology could potentially assist students who have dyslexia. One CPP4 student who has dyslexia offered feedback as part of this evaluation. He commented on the difficulty of navigating assessment and feedback in the first year of study: This reiterates that the written and/or tutorial feedback can be a barrier to some student's learning. He goes on to discuss what he sees as the benefits of screen-casting as a feedback tool:
I believe this way would have allowed a much more personalised approach to an understanding of how my work was being understood and read, both pragmatically and structurally. This is helped through the elements of intonation and prosodic features that this method allows. It also seems far easier to track to which part of the text the feedback is referencing. It also then prompts me to have to watch the whole video to receive the feedback, rather than taking shortcuts by skimming over the paper. And as a student with mild dyslexia the sorting through of information via auditory methods allows an easier way to process my work and feedback. I feel this method can provide much more in-depth and accessible feedback for students. (CPP4 student)
This student's comments echo the JISC reasons to use a screen-cast that I had identified at the outset of this study and reinforce that "accessibility", "technical simplicity", "addressing different learning modalities" and "facilitating learning design" (http://www.jiscdigitalmedia.ac.uk/infokit/screencasting/reasons-to-use-a-screencast) are key to improving student's experience of feedback without ostracising students who do not find written formats the most appropriate to their learning. It also highlights the way in which it makes the student engage in re-evaluating their own work through the feedback rather than "skimming" the assessor's comments.
Feedback from the rest of the CPP staff team also reiterated the potential benefits of aural and visual feedback modes. Lecturer in Visual Performance, Rachel O'Neill, also stated in her feedback: "Particularly students with dyslexia, here looking at a page of text with additional text boxes could be disorientating. The recording of your voice in 'real time' allows a feeling of having a conversation, which I think is a really valuable quality for the feedback to have" (Rachel O'Neill, 2015) . While the benefits of screen-casting for students with additional learning needs was not the purpose of this study, there are some indicators that this could be a useful feedback tool and further study in this area is necessary. For example, this could be of benefit to students with other learning needs, including partially sighted students as well as students who engage in distance learning. While this study applied the Screen-cast-omatic to a written assignment that was a summative assessment, it would also be a very useful learning and teaching tool for formative assessment.
Conclusion
I would argue that consulting the students on their opinions on the redesign and giving them a choice in terms of their feedback options encouraged students to feel more "empowered" in their choice of feedback (Race et al, 2007) . Race et al. (2007) argue that "If feedback is intended to strengthen and consolidate learning, we need to make sure it doesn't dampen learning down". By implementing screen-casting as a feedback mode, students felt more confident in their work and, as the CPP4 student indicated, had to work through their assignment again to receive their feedback rather than simply skimming the comments. Overall, key positive aspects of screen-casting as a feedback mode over the written form that the students identified included: positive and negative feedback, larger volume of more nuanced feedback, tone of voice as indicator of feedback, and the visual and aural elements of the video. The negative feedback indicated that the written form was preferable as it was what the student was familiar with. From the perspective of the tutor, this is a very effective feedback medium when working with small numbers of students. However, this would be difficult to apply to large numbers of students and it also works more effectively for shorter written assignments as with longer written submissions the videos are more lengthy which can be onerous for the tutor.
One unexpected outcome of this study was the potential use of this technology-enhanced feedback mode when offering feedback to students with a learning need such as dyslexia. While this was not the purpose of this study and this is a small indicator I hope to see further research in this area in the future. Similarly, the possible application with students who are partially sighted, have other additional learning needs or are engaging in distance learning are all areas for further investigation. It could be used for feedback for both formative and summative assessment and I hope to explore this with future student groups. Since this initial cohort undertook the research pilot, I developed this feedback mode for the CPP3 Dissertation drafts in June 2015 and for the new cohort of first year students for their Performance Analysis in January 2016. Student feedback for screen-casting continues to be very positive and in order to continue encouraging students to identify what they, as an individual, need to learn, I now offer first year CPP students a choice between video or written feedback.
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"I like the convenience of it -it is bridging that gap between written feedback and a tutorial. I would love to be able to come into the office and speak to you whenever I have had feedback but I don't have time in my timetable and you don't have time in your timetable so to be able to still hear the tone and the message behind what you were saying, yeah, I think that would be really beneficial."
Appendix C: Feedback from CPP4 Student
Entering a higher education setting, and more specifically a course which is as challenging and dynamic as it is, there is a lot of readjustments that need to happen both in a personal and academic way. I found personally there was an underdeveloped confidence in my ability to comprehend, analyse and then write about dense and quite complex theory. What this tended to result in was a fear of criticism and therefore an avoidance of feedback which was easily done in the physical returning of the document. Having an undeveloped confidence then meant a fear of asking to review the work with a tutor afterwards. Within the trailed method of feedback with the CCS1 class l, I believe this way would have allowed a much more personalised approach to an understanding of how my work was being understood and read, both pragmatically and structurally. This is helped through the elements of intonation and prosodic features that this method allows. It also seems far easier to track to which part of the text the feedback is referencing. It also then prompts me to have to watch the whole video to receive the feedback, rather than taking shortcuts by skimming over the paper. And as a student with mild dyslexia the sorting through of information via auditory methods allows an easier way to process my work and feedback. I feel this method can provide much more in-depth and accessible feedback for students.
(CPP4 Student) 
